THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASMINCrON. O. C. 20301 


12 JUL 1972 



Honorable William ?• Bogers 
Secretary of State 
Washington, D.C. 20^20 

Dear Bill! 

As you know, we have maintained a continuing review within the Depart- 
ment of Defense of U.S, programs and policies regarding chemical 
weapons, as well as the present capabilities and potential of other 
countries in this field. I i^ve, as a result of that review, now 
concluded that it would be in the security interests of the United 
States to achieve broad international, acceptance of an arms control 
treaty focusing on the prohibition of the production and transfer of 
lethal chemicals for weap^s purposes. 

The following are the central considerations that have led me to this 
view: 


An agreement such as I propose, which would permit us to 
retain our existing CW stockpiles, would not in any major 
way affect present U.S. capabilities. 

~ Existing fiscal constraints and attitudes in this country 
make it unrealistic for us to plan any substantial expansion 
of our CW program. These constraints and attitudes are 
likely to continue for the foreseeable future . 

— An international agreement prohibiting the production and 
transfer of lethal chemicals for weapons purposes would 
place similar constraints on other countries. It would 
also help limit the proliferation of significant chemical 
weapons capabilities. 

I am concerned that, in the absence of a U.S. initiative, international 
discussion of prohibitions on chemical weapons will generate increasing 
pressures for far more comprehensive prohibitions — extending to 
stockpiles and research — than would be in the U.S. interest. Early 
United States support for an agreement prohibiting the production and 
transfer of lethal chemicals would, I believe, satisfy legitimate 
demands for concrete chemical arms control steps, while deflecting 
pressures for broader, harmful proposals. 
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Therefore, it seems to me to be. in the U.S. interest to put forward * . 
as soon as possible a concrete proposal establishing a oasis for 
negotiating a sound ams control step that vould enhance the security 
of the United States, I believe that such an initiative, like tne 
other important decisions regarding chemical and biological ^^^pons ^ 
taken by this Administration, vould be welcome both at home and. abroad. 

• The Joint Chiefs of Staff support the views that I have set forth above. 

• In view of ACDA»s experience Vith the discussions of chemical weapons 
conSoI now under vVy at Geneva, and the various " .^^^ ^^^^^^^^ 
which have already been suggested, I think it would be best for ACDA 

take the lead in following up the ideas I have put forward. Specif i- 
TAf^l l proposLft^^^^^ that ACBA develop ^^-^ he President's 

consideration an arms control proposal focusing on the prohioition of 
the production and transfer of lethal chemicals for veapons P^^n^^ses. 

• I ti^st that you will agree with this course of action. The Department 
.of Def-nse, of course, wishes to work closely with the Departme.A of 

State Ld ACDA on this matter at all stages, as we ^^^J^^^f ^^^^ out 
U.S. proposals for the Biological Weapons Convention and tne Seaoeas 
Treaty. 


Sincerely, 





THE SECRETARY Or DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. O C. 2030I 


15AU61972 • 


MQ-ICRAIIDLI^I FCt^ AGSISTAin: TO TIE PRESISS?:T FOR KATIOiTAL SECURITY 
AFFAIRS 

SUBJECT: Chemical Warfare Study— KSCM 157 
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In response to ycrar 13 August cicmorai'idun, I have read vrith care the 
recent CV: study coordinated by ACDA, vhich brought forth all the 
different optilns available to us in proposing a U.S. initiative at- *• 
the CCD negotiations currently undervay in Geneva.. I am pleased tp 
see that the s\.udy presents a conrarehensive range of options, several 
of vhich can b*^ useful in moving beyond aar ;jresent CW negotiating 
position. 

As i explained in ;ay 12 July letter (Tab A) to the Secretary of State, 
.my decision ir i:i favor of option 2 vmich proposes a production ban 
OA all lethal acj«i-.tC:. iv\cl\idi»£ binayiec, ^r.d r.o lipitty.ticTj on ^Tcscrit 
stockpiles. As I see this option, it is a realistic proposal that ^ 
has a good chance for acceptance at Geneva. At the same time, the 
proposal vould not now nor in the near future affect present U.S. 
capabilities. 

To perrait fornialization of the Joint Ciiiefs of Staff position, I have 
requested their conracnts to be submitted by 1000 hours, l6 August, 
On receipt, I v;ill forward the Chairr.an'2 r.er.iorandum to you. It 
appears that the JCS position -viill favor option 1. This option vould 
allovf binary production, nodsrnization and improvement of CV7 stocii- 
piles, and a continuing H£J) program, all considered important to JCS. 
Harfever, it offers very little that could help effect realistic a-? 
restraints. 

In the event that there is no production, JCS appear to be concerned 
primarily over the deterioration of the stoc-ipile and the H&D program. 
I too, cm concerned about thecc matters but I believe that they can 
be talien care of in a treaty that has a provision for review after 
fi\'e or ten years as veil as another provision that v;ould serve as 
an escape clause. Technical mcasiires can be undertaken within DOD 
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to proioiv; the shelf life of chemical o^ents, protect our present 
5toc:-;pile, and ir.odify plans for phasing out certain delivery systems 
emiJloyed at present. Control measures could insure a continuing Il&D 
projpraa;. 

Let' inc say in closins that pronipt action is essential in order to 
ttiblQ sQiBethins at the CCD "by early September before the possibility 
, vanishes of doing anything meaningful in chemical warfare this year. 


Signed 

AiiTtacliment : (x^ . -"»rv^, . 

Copy of SccDef letter, 
1-356^*0/72, drd. 12 July 
1972, to SocStatc, Tab A 
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Dr. Vincent V. McRae • 
• Of f ice of science and Technology 

N^w^xecutive Ofrice Building 
Washington, D.C. 20506 ... 

Dear Dr. McRae: 

The OJCS submission of 12 J^^^^^y^'}",^^^^" *° 
reflect the majority, of your comments of 13 January. 

The revised version does' nofe^ake any adjustment to 
reflect your comments "SS-^n^^C^ . ..^^^^ nuniticns 

Yv *^o-- the following reasons: 
•a.t 


^Such a procedure would be practical 
for the b^lkVen.t but not for the agent ..already 
filled into munitions 

d. GB and VX are much more effective than mustard. 
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As is indicated, the surartTary paragraph has been . . 

revised to include factual statistics in the event a 
decision is made -to retain the 105 nun howitzer shells. 
I do not consider that this statement xs misleading since 
we are simply stating facts and not attempting to express, 
an opLion^s to whether or not the projected stocks 
reoresent a "substantial quantity of high quality stocks.. 
This iudgrtent involves a number of considerations, among 
them, as you point out, whether or not a production ban 
is iA effect and ^.hether or not the binary munitions replace 
the mustard capability. , 

Colonel C. G. Olentine will attend the 10:30 AM meeting 
nr, 93 JanSarv He will be prepared to make detailed comments 
on tL drall'^^emorand^ for Dr! Kissinger and the draft report 
of the ad hoc OST panel. 

Mr. Sanjuan has reviewed .this memo and concurs. 


'Rear Admiral, USN 
Chief, International 
Negotiations Div., .J-5 


Atch 
A/S 


0 . » .. 



UNCLASSIFIED 


m0B 


I . . Revised at, ^ 

ikitarn . . 22 January 
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IMPACT DF onsoI;Esc^:^?CE on the CTinnxcAr; x-tfa pons stockpile • • 

1 The life expectancy of the chemical weapons stockpile - 
is controlled more by the obsolescence of ^^^fP^j^^ ^^^^^^^^ 
than by deterioration of the agent xtself . J^thm current 
plans and directives, the following degradations of- the 
stockpile will occur: 

* * • ■ a. Bul k mustard (38:6% of the total stockpile). ^^^P^^y 
Secret ary of Detens e directed dispo^l of all bulk mustard 
with the exception of 4800 tons which is to be retained^ 
pending procurement of binary munitions. Mustard is less 
effective than the nerve agents, on a weight per unit 
area reauired for casualty production basis, and. has a _ 
hi|h freezing point (@ 540p) and is relatively ineffective 
at lov7er temperatures. ■ 

b Mustard <n 'artillery shells (12% of the total stoek- 
Dile) . ■ Both the iObiam hovvitzer and the 4.2 inch mortar ax- 
Obsolescent (only airmetile, airborne 

retain the 105mm howitzer capability). 60% of the agent 
fill is in these calibers.. The limitations of bulk mustar 
agent are applicable to the remainder. 

c GB in bulk (19% of the total stockpile). About 2.9% 
of the balk GB requires redistillation to be useful in 
filling aluminum casings (could be used in present form 
in steel casings) . Remainder is serviceable for all 
purposes. 

d. GB in artillery shells (6.2% of the total stockpile) 
Based on the obsolescence of the 105mm howitzer and the 
fact that a number of the I'SSmm howitzer shells are 
defective Inl cannot be used (only airmobile, airborne, 
^ and marine divisions retain the 105mm howitzer capability) 
54% of the agent fill, will be. of limited, if any, use. 

e GB in rocketsand\rarheads (6:4^ of the total stock- 
nile) " ' All of the agent is iiH ' e d in the obsolescent 
mmsi JOm and the M55 rocket system. The vast majority 
Tt^ agent^s in -the M55 system. There are "any opera- 
tional difficulties with. this system which 13 obsolescent. 
Thus, none of this agent will be delivc: ^^le in the 1980s, 
Additionally, the- M55 has an aluminum warhead, some of 
wWch will deteriorate with time because of the ^nteracti. 
cailed by the impure agent used to fill some of them. 
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"f- GB in aerial bombs (4% of the total stockpile). 
All of "this agent should J&e 'useable for an indefinxte 
period of time* 

g. vx in" bulk' (5.4% Of the total stockpile). This agent 
is ser viceable an d should be- useable for an indGfinite 
period of tine. ; ' • 

h. '.VX in artillery shells (3.1% of the total stockpile). 
• Except for a smal-1 quantity .filled into defective rounds 

^aboSt 2%W this-aglnt should be useful for an indefinxte 
period of time. ' 

i. vx i n rockets (1.6% of the total stockpile). This 
entire quantity xs f illed in the H55 system discussed above 
N^ne of this agent will be deliverable in the 19808. 

T. V X in land mines (1.7% of the total stockpile) .All 
are se rviceable. Howev er, under a retaliation only policy ^ 
there is no employment .cpncept for these weapons. 

k. vx in sp'rav tanks (2.0% of the total stodnile). 

These iiray tanks have a P^°3f=tf „f ?"f if no? ^ 
five years, which expires in 1973 or 1974. It 1= 
known at this time whether the storage lire can, or will, 
be extended. (N.B. These tanks are not refillable.) 

2 • m summary, of the total quantity of agent-filled 
muniUoSs r^the' stockpile (about 37% of ^he total stockpile) 
less than 40% of it (14% of the total stockpile) will be 
immediately useable during the 1980s. 

3 If the decision were made to retain the 105mm howitzer 
rounds (for use by airborne, airmobile, and marine divisions) 
then the summary figures in pa;ragraph 2 would be. 

"of the total quantity of agent-filled ™tions in 
the stockpile (about 37% of the total stockpile .approxi 
maLS 54% of it (20% of the total stockpile) will be 
immediately useable during bhe 1980s. 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE , 

WASHINGTON ' 


22 September 1965 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

General Westmoreland has requested a reaffirmation of his authority 
to use standard riot control munitions in certain specified combat situa- 
tions in South Vietnam and Ambassador Lodge has supported his request. 
This authority would extend only to lacrimatory agents (tear gas) known 
as CS and CN. Use of nausea-producing agents DM and CN-DM would/ot be 
authorized. . 

The agents would be used primarily to clear tunnels, caves, and under- 
ground shelters in cases where their use will lead to far fewer casualties 
and less loss of life than would the combat alternatives which involve nigh 
exDlosive or flame munitions. Of particular importance would be the re- 
duction in casualties to civilians who are inevitably mingled with hostile ^ 
military elements as the result of VC tactics. 

I agree with General Westmoreland that the use of these riot control ^ 
agents far outweighs disadvantages that may accrue; in fact there is every 

tSdLation that we may be in for censure if ^i^il^^^/^^^^^.^^'f refer ^ 
accrue because we didn't use tear gas. The disadvantages to which I refer ^ • 
are the likelihood of some sharp international criticism, spurred by 
Communist propaganda, of the U.S. Government authorizing the employment 
of what will inevitably be called "poison gas . 

Unless you indicate otherwise I will reaffirm to General Wheeler 
the current national approval for use of the riot control agents CS ana 
CN under the combat conditions described above. 

Secretary Rusk concurs in this recommendation. 

If you approve, the Department of State will send a message to ail 
posts informing thei of the decision and providing public affairs guiaance. 

Robert S., McNamara 


\ 



HP^SIFIED 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON 


17272 


Honorable Dean Rusk 
SecretsuTT of State 
Washington, D.C* 20^0 

Dear Dean: 

I am attaching for your comments a Defense draft NSAM on the subject 
of chemical and hlologlcal warfare policy. It has been prepared .In 
respons e to a State request for a Defe nse position. 

The draft states that the President does not now expect to author! 
first use of lethal CB weapons. With respect to incapacitants, 
reflects the actual situation as it now exists by stating that thr 
President may authorize their use in certain situations of naticr.al 
urgency. In my view, we should keep this option open until we have 
better Infozmatlon concerning specific incapacitating agents, their 
military effectiveness, and the political consequences of their uj-.-. 
Accordingly, I have asked the memb ers, of my staff to conduct a stu^;. 
on th e role,_of. Incap acitating agents. The results of this stud^' v;l.^ 
be reflectp H in n^v-h yft^TT 's^rg-^ Me)i;torfl^dum for th e President cr. 
Theater Nuclear Warfare. In the meantime, I believe policy guide-!., 
such as. those in the attached draft USAM would be appropriate and 
desirable. 

I share your interest in reaching an early joint position which v ■ 
can recommend to the President. I would be happy to di scuss the. 
draft policy with you at your convenience, if you wisn.' 

Sincerely, 


Enclosure 
Draft NSAM 



HE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ,19435 /"^ 

WASHINGTON. n.C. 2030: 


HEHORAHDUH FOR: '^he Secretary of State 

Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs 
Director, Central Intelltgcnce Agency 

SUBJECT: Chemical V/arfare and Biological Research — Terminology 


I notice that current documents of various U.S. Government Agencies 
continue to refer to CBW, Ke., chemical and biological warfare. Such 
terminology, I believe, is seriously misleading and should be stricken 
from our lexicon. 

The misleading aspects inherent in the term, CBW, are twofold: 

. The first reason is that the term does not describe even 
remotely the United States program in the chemical or the 
biological areas. Our programs are best described as 
chemical warfare and biological research . The .programs 
are so widely different in terms of Ka) the strategic 
concept, (b) the deterrent value, (c) the tactical aspects 
of retaliation, and (d) the potential positive humaritarian 
dividends that they should be referred to separately. V/e 
do have a retaliatory chemical warfare capability, which 
we hope will have a deterrent capability on prospective 
users of chemical agents. V/e do not^ have a biological 
warfare capability, nor do we plan to have one. We will 
maintain, for defensive purposes, a biological research 
program. 

. The second reason for reacting against the CBW terminology 
Is that it connotes a generic interrelationship between the 
chemical and biological fields when. In fact, no such re- 
lationship exists. History has shawn the possibility of 
chemical warfare. It is possible, furthermore, to conceive 
of biological warfare — though, again, the United States 
does not have the capability and proposes now to produce 
no capability to wage biological warfare. It is virtually 
Impossible, however, to conceive of the circumstances in 
which chemical warfare and biological warfare, in a 
simultaneous or joint way, would be planned for and 
implemented. 


— ^^^V"- Sec Dsf Cont Nr. X---_:— 
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While terminology may seem to be a minor point in so^s cases, 
this is one instance in which precise terminology is important. I 
would hope that in referring to the United States program the term 
chemical warfare and biological research v/ould be used, I would also 
hope that in referring to other nations' programs, or to the general 
field of activity, chemical v/arfare and biological r:ctivitles of 
v;hatever nature would be differentiated and treated separately. To do 
otherv/ise will continue to confuse the American public, our allies, 
our potential adversaries, and even those in our ovm government re- 
sponsible for defense programs. 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. O. C. 20301 


Honorable wnilam P. Rogers 
Secretary of State 
Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 20520 


1 9 FEB m 


Dear Bill: ^ 

I am unable to concur In the proposed^ memorandwni for the President 
which yoa sent to me on February 2, 1971, calling for the President 
to decide to phase out immediately all herbicide operations in Vietnam. 
The main reasons for my non-concurrence are stated In the attached 
memorandum for the President. 

In view of our position that the use of herbicides In Vietnam Is not 
prohibited under the Geneva Protocol, ! . do not believe that the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee or the. Senate as a whole would be 
influenced In favor of ratification by our immediate termination of ■ 
the herbicide program, indeed, herbicides have been used to satisfy 
urgent and legitimate military objectives In Vietnam in accordance 
with our current national policy which was formulated with full aware- 
ness of the provisions of the Geneva Protocol. 

The Protocol, operating as a 'Wflrst-usa" agreement. Is little more 
than an attempt to prevent any belligerent from resorting to the use 
of the prohibited weapons in warfare. Therefore, I believe that the 
President's decision to submit the Protocol to, the Senate was primarily 
dictated by his expectation that ratification would be a useful and 
constructive step for proceeding with negotiations in the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) In Geneva. These talks might 
lead to- the effective controls, that the Protocol laclcs, over chemical 
and biological agents (Including herbicides). 

The Senate Foreign Relations Comni ttee should, of course, be kept 
advised of our herbicide policy— and in particular, that It satisfies 
our military objectives within the provisions of the Protocol. We have 
terminated the use of herbicides for crop destruction since this was 
no longer necessary to meet those objectives. They should further 
be advised that efforts at controlling such agents as herbicides or 
riot. control agents (RCAs) should proceed in the form of effective 
arms control agreements at the conference of the CCD. 
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EA Honorable Will I am P 
L Secretary of State 

Department of State 

Washington. O.C. 20S20 

Dear Bill: ^ 

I am unable to concur in the proposerf^ memorandum for the President 
which you sent to me on February 2. 1971. calling for the President 
to decide to phase out Immediately all herbicide operations in Vietnam. 
The main reasons for my non-concurrence are stated in the attached 
memorandum for the President. 

In view of our position that the use of herbicides in Vietnam is not 
prohibited under the Geneva Protocol, I do not believe that the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee or the Senate as a whole would be 
influenced in favor of ratification by our immediate termination of 
the herbicide program. Indeed, herbicides have been used to satisfy 
urgent and legitimate military objectives In Vietnam in accordance 
with our current national policy which was formulated with full aware- 
ness of the provisions of the Geneva Protocol. 

The Protocol, operating as a 'Wflrst-use" agreement. Is little more 
than an attempt to prevent any belligerent from resorting to the use 
of the prohibited weapons in warfare. Therefore, I believe that the 
President's decision to submit the Protocol to. the Senate was primarily 
dictated by his expectation that ratification would be a useful and 
constructive step for proceeding with negotiations In the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) In Oencva. These talks might 
lead to- the effective controls, that the Protocol lacics, over chemical 
and biological agents (Including herbicides). 

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee should, of course, be Itept 
advised of our herbicide policy— and in particular, that It satisfies 
our military objectives within the provisions of the Protocol. We have 
terminated the use of herbicides for crop destruction since this was 
no longer necessary to meet those objectives. They should further 
be advised that efforts at controlling such agents as herbicides or 
riot. control agents (RCAs) should proceed In the form of effective 
arms control agreements at the conference of the CCD. 


Sincerely, 
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■ VifASKiNGTON. O.C. 20301 


JCS:i-372- 
16 August 


72. * 
1972 


■ memo::ia2;dux for ?k2 seckztary of DErsNSZ 

Subject: Response to NSSM 157 (U) 

1. (U) Reference is made tos 

a, JCSM-351-72, dated 28 July 1972, subject: "Chemical 
VJarfare Policy '(U)," which for^'/arded the reco-jrvendations or 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff for a US draft treaty on chenacal 
v/arf are (CW) . 

I 

b A mair^orandura bv the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(I-.te-naticnai. Security Affairs), I-2643S/72, dated 14 August 
1972, subject as above, vzhich requested the views of the joihw 
Chiefs of Staff concerning the response to NSSM 157 ana, par- 
ticularly, the options therein. 

2. (U) As requested in reference lb, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff have revievred the study and recognize it as a reasonably^ 
balanced presentation of the major available alternatives, their 
relative ir.erits, and other relevant considerations. 

3. (s) In assessing the proposed negotiating alternatives, 
certain factors have a major bearing on the selection of a 
proper option. 

a. There is no dependable way to verify compliance with 
most prohibitions or limitations on chemical v/eapons. Svcn^ 
onsite inspections (OSI) cannot provide effective verification 
\ regarding Ci-.' activities. Therefore, in the absence of any 

i effective means of insuring that other nations would compiy 

7i j . with CV; prohibitions, it is imperative that the United Sta'ces 

maintain an effective C'7 retaliatory capability in order to 
provide an effective G7 deterrent and to preclude being placed 
at a significant disadvantage should G'7 hostilities occur. 

|1 
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b. In terms oz negotiating goals, the United States . should 
seek an agreerv.ent that would liait the USSR to a retaliatosr/ 
capability in Cf. 

c. A production ban, which is a significant factor in 
several proposals in the study, would effectively elindnate 
the capability to maintain a viable retaliatory CT capability. 
Reliance on the chezaical stocks of the vintage and composition 
of the current US stockpile to provide a continuing aeterrent 
is unacceotable due to uncertainties concerning their remaining 
shel'f life/emoloyment life. The ir.odernization of the current 
stockDile with binary type weapons, the Kiost efficient ana . 
cost effective of the feasible courses of action, is essential 
to a credible retaliatory /deterrent CV7 capability. 

d- VJhiie no truly effective and acceptable means of verifying 
a stockoiie liir.it or a production ban exist, the principle ^ 

OS" s-c-^M b-^ advocated bv the United States. An. obiigation 
to ac^eot inspection of certain declared facilities would 
appear to have jrerit in the international arena. 

e. A unilateral statement by the United States regarding 
a substantial reduction of US stockpiles independent or, or 
•couoled with, any other option is not in the US security 
interest. The same applies to a unilateral declaration of 
a mc-atoriura on production. Such measures would result in 
iraniediate limitations on US CT capabilities without similar 
restraints on other nations. They v/ould probably remain 
as permanent constraints even if international agreement on 
such measures never materializes. 

4 (TS) Based on the above considerations, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff believe that a treaty limiting stockpiles to retaliatory' 
' levels and prohibiting the transfer of lethal agents for weapons 
purposes would hot adversely affect the national security. This 
combination of proposals more nearly reflects the approacA of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff to a new US CT treaty initiative forwaraed 
in reference la. The Joint Chiefs of Staff can support a pro- ^ 
posal for a retaliatory/deterrent stockpile limit at approximately 
the current US level, with provision for modernization (binary 
production), accompanied, at least in initial negotiations, by 
a limited OSI requirement at military production centers by 
an international teara. 



5 (U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff reconroend that you suppci 
these views end forward thezi to the National Security Counci- 


For the Joint Chiefs of Staf 



•lOORER 
man 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 




ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 30301 


040 -/r. 


5 OCT 1973 

in reply refer to: 
1-25739/73 


KEHORANDUH FOR DIRECTOR, POLITICO-MILITARY AFFAIRS 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 

SUBJECT: U.S. Position on. Chemical Weapons Limitation - NSSM 157 (U) 


(S) We have reviewed the State initiative on chemical weapons 
limitations. Our concern is that we not leave ourselves vulnerable 
to a chemical attack. The Soviets have been modernizing their 
forces to a degree that their chemical capability exceeds ours 
* both offensively and defensively. Anything we might do to further 
the gap. such as a declaratory statement or a chemical treaty that 
would freeze this imbalance - places the United States at a dis- 
advantage. From a military viewpoint, this would be unacceptable. 

(S) 'We are particularly concerned If actions that we take reduce 
or eliminate our capability to retaliate in kind to a ch«nlcal 
attack. Such action would withdraw an important 0Pt«°" ^^^..^^^^^ 
President and could require him to face a choice of using nuclear 
weapons In response to a chemical attack or not responding. 

(S) While treaties are desirable, adequate verification provisions 
must be included to insure we are not placed in an unfavorable 
position. The verification problems of a chemical weapons treaty 
have not yet been resolved. 

(S) For these reasons we would have trouble supporting your initiative 
particularly when we have an opportunity to make a quantum jump 
fo^ard in modernizing our chemical weapons with binary munitions. 
ODD (OSD and JCS) supports option I of NSSM 157. 

(C) Obviously we would favor any course of action that would show a 
iiningness to negotiate and we would be willing to work closely 
with you on future proposals or Initiatives in this area. 


aphSTc^^Hl^ 



THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. O. C. ZOJOX 


Z 2 DEC 1570 ' 


MEMORAf^bUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

• • .* » 

SUBJECT: Policy Regarding Use of Herbicides in South Vietnam 


I v;ant to report to you on the continuing actions we are taking, ct 
your direction, to reduce, the use of herbicides in Vietnam and to^ 
.advise you that nev/ steps v/iU be taken so that there will be strict 
conformance in Vietnam viith policies governing the use of herbicides . 
in the United States. • 

The present ban on tlie use of the. herb icide known as "ORANGE" remains 
in effect. 

• 

Additionally, Ambassador Bunker and General Abrams have- advised that 
they are .initiating a program which will permit an orderly, yet 
rapid phase-out of the use of other herbicides v/hile preserving the 
option to reinstitute this program, if necessary, to assure the 
. protection or American lives. During the phase-out, the use of 
'""herbicides in Vietnam will be restricted to remote, unpopulated 

areas or around flrebascs and US installations in. a manner c urrent ly . 
(/ autliorized in CONUS. • 

In short, any herbicides used in Vietnam henceforth will be used only 
under conditions v/hich would apply in the United States. 

As a result of nev/ orders to the field, herbicide use in Vietnam will 
be such that the stresses and risks involved are no greater than those 
sustained by the United States population and the United States en- 
vironment in normal peacetime activities, 

I recognize, of course, that there could be some temporary risks to 
our forces as a result of these decisions. Should the military 
situation change as a result; of an increase in the enemy level of 
activity, we would need, of course, to reassess this policy in 
order to assure the protection of American lives, particularly as 
v/e withdraw thousands of additional US military personnel from 
South Vietnam in accordance with your program. 



JiWlFIED 


^7BKgtf^'<%^ DIRECTOR OF DEFEN5E RESEARCH AND ENGINEEHINC 

f^^^^"'^%vV WASHIKGTOH. O.C. MMt 


liNCUSSIFIED 


Honorable Ed\.'ard \l. Brooke 
United States Senate 
Washington, D. C. 20510 

Dear Senator Brooke: ' - \ 

This letter is in response to your inquiry .of Ifovember 3rd in which 
yoii enclosed a letter froa the Fnysicians for 3ocial ResponsiMlity, 
of Boston, Mass. I vould lil» first to ensi/er the specific questions 
applicable to the Department of Defense end then to offer soi=e general 

-information. I will repeat the question asked hy the Fnysicians for 

• Social Ifesponsibility and give answer to each. 

-- • ''X. ' "It is our understanding that' the current Army Field I-knual 

FI4 27-10, The of land Warfare , states: "The United States 
is not a party to any treaty, now in force, that prohibits or 
restricts the use in warfare of toxic or nontoxic gases, of 
smoke 'or incendiary materials, or of bacteriological warfare.*'* 
"•^ this .the case? 

Answer . This is a factual statensnt, correctly quoted. 

.2, Are the other branches of the Armed Forces officially 
guided by the same stateicent or a sindlar one? 

Answer ; The U. S. Havy, in 10-2, "The Law of Kaval Warfare", 
Section 6l2 fe, srbates: 

* "The United States is not a party to any treaty now in 

force that prohi'^its or restricts the use in. warfare of poisonous 
or asphjrxiating gases or of bacteriological weapons, 

"Although the use of such weapons frequently has been con- 
demned by States, including the United States, it remair^ 
doubtful that, in the absence of a specific restriction established 
by treaty, a State legally is prohibited at present from resorting 
to their use. However, it is clear that the use of a poisonous 
gas or bacteriological weapon cay be considered justified against 
an enemy who first resorts- to the use of these weapons." 


OHCUSSIFIED 
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This statcEsnt applies r.iso to th3 U. S, Marine Corps. The U. S. 
Air Force has no conrparable resulation. In a joint /rsr/-ria\y-Marino 
Cbrps-Air Fores Regulation, "Armed Forces Doctrine for Chemcai and 
Biological Weapons Eniplo^Tient and Defense," the statement is Diade: 

* • - "3, Policies 

a. The decision for U. S. Forces to use cheniical 
and biological weapons rests with the President of 
the United States." 

3. In DecenToer i9c6 the United States voted in f avor^of a 

• United nations General AsserJjly resolution support ins the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925, In view of this, should not the 
language of the field mnual quoted above hs changed so as 
to emphasize international restraints on chsnical warfare, 
rather than the lack thereof? vTill this be done? 

AhWer :' The restraint on C3 veapons, and tfcs requisite authority 
for their use is srroly clear vith tha M-iaed Forces. There are 
no current plans for revision of Wi 27-10* 

k & .5. These are, I believe, properly' the province of the Department 
of State and the Anns Control and Disarjiar:ent Agency. However, you 
should knou that ve have been vorl-^Lns vith ACDA for several year.T in 
study of tlie very difficult technical problera of verification of C3 
disaimarcsnt . • ' 

'6. V/hat checdcal agents are being used presently in the Victnsc; 
war for anti-personnel, anti-crop, or anti-foliage purposes? 
the tactical advantages of ti^ir use outveish such serious dis- 
advantages as the veaisning of international restraints againsb 
chemical varfare? Will the Adniiiist ration order an end to thtir 
use? 

Answer: Anti -personnel as^nts used are riot control agents. Tvo 
types have been authorized: CII (chlox'oacetoph^;none) and C3 
(orthochlorobenzilydene-sialononitrile). The latter is used al--;3;t 
exclusively. 

Anti-crop and anti-foliage agents are the sane. They are: a !t:i:-:tur-: 
of the butyl esters of 2,ii-dichlorophenoxyac2tic acid and 2,4-,5- 
trichloropheno>:yacetic acid, cacodylic acid and a inixbure of 
2,k D and Tordon (i}-a22ino-3,5,6-trichlorcpicolinic acid). All hiv.>^ 
been widely used for agricultural purposes In this ejad other co'.»- '.rlv 

Ve have repeatedly veiled the pros and cons of using these rratcri-.V- 
We are convinced that their use. is not only rdlitarily advantr:,-.,-- : 
but has resulted in saving cany lives ar.iong civilians as veil cr :r. 
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- our ovm and our adversaries' iiilitary forces. For these reasons 
ve have no intention of discontinuing their use. 

It hardly seeas to ne that the U» S. position on chsiaical and biological 
warfare is ssibiguous. Cur policy was stated fortbrightly by Pi-esident 
Robsevelt during VJorld VJar II. It vas honored hy President Trunian, it 
vas reiterated by President Sisenhowsr, aiid it has boen repeated publicly 
by nsny spol-^ssien of the present adninistration. These include Secretaries 
Risk and KcHsj^ara as well as Anibassadors Goldberg end Kabrit. An e:-5»licit 
stateaient of the U.S. position vas made last February by Deputy Secretary 
of Defense Cyrus Vance in testic^ny before the Disaancacsnt Subcoaaittec of 
the Senate Foreign Halations Coicnlttee. He seid: 

"The Departr«2nt of Defense has consistently supported 
measures aicied at achieving liniitations on cjieisical and 
biological weapons. 

"The proposal for general and coinplete discLriiamsnt tabled 
by the United States at the iS-Ilation Disai-aament Coiiiiiiittee 
in Geneva states as an objective of our Government the 
elimination of all stock-piles of cheiaical and biological 
weapons and the elimination- of all Lzeans of delivery of 
weapons of siass destruction. 

"We supported the United States affirmativa vote in the 
United Kations General Assetr^ly last December on a resolution 
calling on all nations to observe the principles and objectives 

of the Geneva protocol of 1925* ^fe have observed these princi- 
'ples consistently since 1925 7 although the United States, as 
you know, did not ratify the Geneva protocol. 

"We have consistently continued oiir ds facto limitations on 
the use of cheiaical and biological weapons. We have never 
used biological weapons. Ve have not used lethal gases since 
Vbrld V/ar I eJid it is against our policy to -initiate their use. 
Ve have used riot- control ajents in Vietnam ~ agents simile 
to those used by police forces throughout the world. \!e have 
also used herbicides to destroy vegetation and crops in Yietnaa. 

"I have indicated that we seek international understandings to 
Unit chesdcal and biological warfare and that ve have not used 
weapons of the sort condeancd by the Geneva protocol. I should 
also point out that ve have at the saae tise naintained an active 
chenical and biological program. In the last few years we have 
placed increasing esiphasis on defensive concepts and materiel* 
As long as other nations, such as the Soviet Union, maintain 
large programs, we believe ve mist maintain our defensive and 


■■• ■ MEMORANDUM FOR CORRESPONDEiilS&r^ W Aug;mO'^9^ 

SecrOvary of Defense Melvin R/ Laird today issued the following statcmt 

In response to queries about the Dop position bn tlie pending Mcrntyrb ' 
amendment. 

• • I- • - " 

^ On assuming the office of Secretary of Defbnso in January. ; became 
cgncernedjvittjhe management and control of our chemlckl warfare . ' 
. and biological research programs . I felt that improvements wbre 
seeded in the management and control of thes e programs . That is why 
in April I .requested and the President ordered a National Security * 
. Council study of these matters. This study is in progress. 

-Eending the completion nf r^cir^^^.^jj^^^ j^ . p^^d^^j/ 
\ .' . *'»**J!»-actJoin*lx_v^tl^^ 

; to improve the management and control of chemical warfare and biologica: 

j research programs. ■ - 

,• Members of my staff, principally Dr. Johns. Foster. Jr.. ' V 
JXrector of Research and Engineering, have been worMng in recent 

• <Jays with Senator Thomas J. Mclntyre of New Hampshire, and with ' 
o^er members of the Senate Armed Services Committee; on a revised . ' 
-amendment to the pending Defense Authorization Bill. * • > 

I am in agreement with the goals of the new amendment, which 
the Senate is scheduled to consider on Monday. . ' 

. I believe this revised amendment will allow us to maintain our 

chemical warfare deterrent and our biological research program both of 
which are essential'to national security. -. . * ' 


The history of the use of lethal chemical warfare agents has , 
demonstrated on three notable occasions in this century that the only 
time military forces have used these weapons is when the opposing 
forces had no immediate capability to deter or to retaliate. This was ^ 
true early in World War I, later in Ethopia and more recently in Yemen. 
Clearly, failure to maintain an effective chemical warfare deterrent 
would endanger national security. ' * .. ' • 

Becaus.e it would not always be possible to determine the origin 
•of attack by \)iological agents, the deterrent aspects of biological research 
are not as sharply defined. A continued biological research program, 
however, is vital on tNvo other major counts, 

. . First, we must strengthen our protective capabilities in such 
areas as vaccines and therapy. 

Secondly, wo must minimize the dangers of technolagical surprise. 
It Is important that the American people be informed of why we 
• must continue to maintain our chemical deterrent,, conduct biological 
research, and how' we propose to improve the management and control ^ - 
of these programs. ' . - •. ' * ■ 


